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Abstract 
Over the last two decades, we as a society have built an array of youth-focused treatment 
interventions and community-based services geared toward homeless and runaway youth that 
is far more advanced than ever before. The dynamic nature of social, health, and justice 
services carries increased fiscal and social responsibility in society. A review of extant 
literature on high-risk missing and runaway youth highlights a plethora of information on 
youth homelessness, sexual exploitation, and missing persons. However, a paucity of 
research on collaborative and coordinated community responses to high-risk missing and 
runaway youth, as well as complexities in defining the terms "missing" and "runaway" 
illustrates the need for more directed research. Based on findings drawn from research 
papers, reports, and websites that were predominantly found under the categories of youth 
homelessness and runaways, this paper: highlights the challenges of finding scholarly papers 
that systematically and consistently define missing and runaway youth; describes the current 
response, in both practice and policy, of the Ministry of Children and Family Development 
(MCFD) and the Victoria Police Department (VicPD) of British Columbia (BC); and 
discusses opportunities to implement a more collaborative response to integrated case 
management. 
Key words: collaborative response; high-risk youth; missing and runaway youth; at-
risk youth 
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Addressing High-Risk Runaway Youth: Issues in Collaboration, Accountability and Risk-
Management 
Chapter One: Introduction 
"Kids in crisis are costing so much money in the health, justice and social 
services systems. That money should go instead to things that work" 
(Secure Care Working Group [SCWG], 1998, p. 13). 
Annually, in Canada, many individuals are reported as missing, the "vast majority of 
them are found or return home within one week" (Buckley,_2012, p. 1). However, a vast 
number, including children, are not found, do not return home, or are not reported missing at 
all. When a child under the age of 12 years goes missing, finding that child becomes a high-
priority response for police agencies and other individuals responding to the missing child 
report based on vulnerability and age, with networks for finding a missing child far-reaching. 
But what happens if a youth over the age of 12 years goes missing? Does the response 
change, and who is accountable, especially if the youth presents, or is known to be, "at-risk" 
or "high-risk" or a "chronic runaway" within the child welfare and criminal justice systems? 
Extant literature of high-risk missing and runaway youth includes research conducted 
on issues of youth homelessness, youth sexual exploitation, and youth gang engagement. 
Regrettably, insufficient research at a national or provincial level has addressed the need for 
a collaborative and integrated response addressing the characteristics that place high-risk 
missing and runaway youth at risk of unsafe or unstable social circumstances as those 
previously identified. The research for this paper focuses on high-risk missing and runaway 
youth, who, as a result of social, emotional, physical, and/or mental health needs, chronically 
go missing or runaway from their home or place of safety. Some youth inevitably enter the 
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juvenile justice system, not because running away is a crime, but because given the 
complexities of living on their own without financial support they tum to criminal or high-
risk activities to support themselves (Burt, 2007; Dedel, 2006; Malloch & Burgess, 2011). 
This report examines the current response to reports of high-risk missing and runaway 
youth involved in the criminal justice system viewpoint and from a social milieu perspective. 
The need for a more collaborative and coordinated response to high-risk missing and 
runaway youth at the municipal, provincial, and federal levels of government will be 
addressed along with the lack of standardized risk assessments and the need for a more 
systemic approach to the collation of data on what are traditionally known as missing person 
reports . In addition, the stereotypes and difficulties associated with defining the terms 
"missing" and "runaway" will be discussed. 
Given that I have worked with at-risk and high-risk youth within a social service and 
youth justice setting for close to two decades, youth issues have been a topic of interest 
throughout my career and graduate program. In the crossover between my roles as a social 
worker, a parent and a community member, as well as communications with community 
professionals involved in youth justice (e.g., police, probation, corrections), how the police 
respond to high-risk missing and runaway youth is of significant interest to me. Therefore, I 
embarked upon a practicum placement that would support me in the learning opportunity to 
experience firsthand how the Victoria Police Department (VicPD) police officers respond to, 
and interact with community members, families, and services providers upon receiving 
reports of high-risk missing and runaway youth. Additionally, I was eager to gain insights 
into the social and justice system context in which VicPD responds to youth when faced with 
the increased accountability and responsibility for locating and returning these youth home or 
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to a place of safety, with the realization that for a variety of reasons, the youth would not 
stay. 
DeGusti, MacRae, Vallee, Caputo, and Hornick (2009) state that, typically, missing 
and runaway youth who are considered chronic or persistent in nature account for a 
"relatively small number of offenders ... [who are] responsible for a disproportionate amount 
of crime" (p. 1 ). In the cases of runaways an inordinate amount of time and resources is spent 
on locating and returning them home or to a place of safety. According to Sergeant (Sgt.) 
Kristi Ross of the VicPD Patrol Services Division, these youth tend to continue through the 
criminal justice system until they "age out" at 19-when they reach British Columbia's age 
of majority-then, as adults, they continue to utilize resources that are outside the purview of 
policing (K. Ross, personal communication, October 21, 2013). The investigation ofhigh-
risk missing and runaway youth results in significantly adverse social (stigma) and economic 
outcomes as it impacts on police resources, time, and budgetary considerations. 
This report is organized into five chapters delineating the process followed in 
examining and understanding current responses to high-risk missing and runaway youth. The 
framework of this report is outlined in Chapter One, which establishes the definitions of the 
terms "youth," "at-risk" and "high-risk" key to this paper and examines current social and 
justice system practices and policies of the VicPD and the British Columbia (BC) Ministry of 
Children and Family Development (MCFD) when responding to reports of missing or 
runaway youth. 
A literature review, provided in Chapter Two, presents a review of information on 
missing and runaway youth, discusses the complexities associated with defming and collating 
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data on this population, and conveys how societal ideations and the media have depicted 
stereotypical images of runaway and missing youth. 
Chapter Three outlines the details of my practicum objectives and learning activities, 
including considerable research in the area of police responses to youth runaways, in both 
practical and theoretical foundations through discussions, meetings, and readings. Having 
experienced professionally the responses of social workers and police officers to children-in-
care (CIC) ofMCFD who go missing or run away, initially my objectives were to look at 
developing or recommending the need for more collaborative and coordinated responses that 
would address accountability, risk management, and services provided to high-risk youth. 
Upon observing and researching the current response from the police perspective, I 
discovered that VicPD had measures in place. Unfortunately, however, through no fault of 
police departments, political and budgetary restraints appear to be a significant barrier to 
community collaboration. Chapter Four includes discussions pertaining to the idea of 
community collaboration and provides examples of current collaborative models with proven 
efficacy. Finally, Chapter Five contains the conclusion and recommendations for follow-up 
and implementation. 
To achieve the learning objectives of my Master of Social Work, I have amassed 560 
hours between November 2012 and March 2013 during my practicum at the Victoria Police 
Department. Throughout the placement, I have spent many hours researching, meeting with, 
and questioning members ofMCFD and VicPD, participating in a police ride-a-long, and 
attending youth court. I kept a journal ofthe meetings, research compiled, and activities I 
was engaged in, in order to provide a reflection on my experiences. My involvement and 
observations provided a very authentic and rewarding experience during my practicum and 
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have been instrumental in my understanding and awareness of the multi-faceted roles our 
police members personify in their daily challenges when dealing with social, political, and 
criminal matters at all levels of community. 
Definition of Terms 
Youth and child 
Under the British Columbia Age of Majority Act, a "minor" is someone who has not 
reached the age of 19 years. The Child, Family and Community Service Act (1996) (CFCSA) 
defines a "child" as "a person under 19 years of age" and includes a "youth" as "a person 
who is 16 years of age or over but is under 19 years of age." Conversely, the Youth Criminal 
Justice Act (YCJA) defines a "child" as "a person who is or, in the absence of evidence to the 
contrary, appears to be less than twelve years old" and a "young person" as "a person who is 
or, in the absence of evidence to the contrary, appears to be twelve years old or older, but less 
than eighteen years old" (YCJA, 2002). 
As the term "youth" has variant meanings under the CFCSA and the Youth Criminal 
Justice Act (2002), an amalgamation of definitions of "youth" for the purposes of this paper 
will be used to further represent any child between the ages of 12 and 18 years. 
At-risk and high-risk youth 
There appears to be a distinction between runaways: those who run away for a day or 
two and return to their place of residence, and those who are more chronic about running 
away, or who run away for extended periods of time, placing them at a higher risk of harm. 
The MCFD Guidelines for the Provision of Youth Services define "high-risk" and "at-risk" 
similarly, with the difference being that "at-risk" youth have the capacity to become high-risk 
youth based on vulnerability resulting from difficult challenges they faced or are facing, but 
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they also have the capacity to engage in a more positive lifestyle supported by community 
and family connections (MCFD, 2002a, p. 9). While "at-risk" youth may present with 
resilience and go in either a positive or negative direction, "high-risk" youth present: 
significant multiple challenges. These risk factors could include the experience of 
violence; misuse of alcohol and drugs; risk of suicide, or danger to themselves or 
others; living in relative or absolute homelessness; involvement in criminal activities; 
disconnection from family and/or other significant adults in their lives; family 
instability; and failure to remain in school, work, or day programs. (p. 9) 
The term "high-risk" will be used throughout this paper to identify the significant risks 
associated with youth who go missing or run away recurrently. 
Ministry of Children and Family Development 
Ministry mission 
MCFD's 2013/2014-2104/2015 Service Plan states that their mission is to support 
"healthy child development by its commitment to a collaborative professional practice 
delivered across a range of services that strive to maximize the potential of children and 
youth and achieve meaningful outcomes for children, youth and families" (MCFD, 2013, 
n.p.). 
Current practice and policy 
Child protection and family development services fall within the purview of the 
Ministry of Children and Family Development (MCFD), along with many other services 
such as Youth Justice and Youth Services that aim to deliver effective support and 
intervention at the community level for vulnerable youth. There are extensive programs in 
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place to ensure the safety and wellbeing of children who fall under the CFCSA. Specific to 
lost or runaway children is Section 26 of the CFCSA, which states: 
26 ( 1) A director may take charge of a child for a period of up to 72 hours if it appears to 
the director that the child is lost or has run away. 
(2) On taking charge of the child, the director 
(a) must make all reasonable efforts to locate a parent, guardian or other person 
responsible for the child, and 
(b) may take the child to a safe place or arrange for someone to look after the 
child. 
(3) If the person responsible for the child is located, the director may 
(a) return the child or facilitate the child ' s return to that person, or 
(b) place the child with another person at the request of the person responsible for 
the child and with the consent of the other person. 
(4) Section 25 (4) and (5) applies to the child while in the charge ofthe director. 
(5) Ifthe person responsible for the child is not located by the end of the 72-hour 
period, the director no longer has charge of the child. 
In accordance with this provision under the CFCSA, there are additional policies 
MCFD has in place that concurrently provide frameworks relating to children in care (CIC) 
who have run away or been reported as missing such as the Guidelines for Provision of Youth 
Services (MCFD, 2002a), Research Review of Best Practices for Provision of Youth Services 
(Collaborative Community Health Research Centre , 2002), and Child and Family 
Development Service Standards (MCFD, 2003). 
The Child and Family Development Service Standards "promote consistent high-
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quality service for vulnerable children, youth and families while enabling flexibility in the 
way services are provided to meet the unique needs, capacities and resources of 
communities" and using standardized, culturally sensitive tools. (MCFD, 2003, p. 3). The 
service standards are divided into two parts, Child and Family Service Standards and 
Children in Care Service Standards, outlining a mandatory framework designed for MCFD 
social workers and contracted service providers who provide guardianship duties for CICs 
removed under Section 13 of the CFCSA. Under the CIC Service Standards there are 16 
standards of practice. For the purposes of this paper, Standard 14: When a Child is Missing 
or has Run Away will be briefly described, as it pertains to MCFD's response to CICs who 
go missing or have run away. 
The essential concern or intent of Service Standard 14 is that the guardian of a CIC 
takes every measurable and reasonable step a parent or caregiver would take to locate and 
minimize the risks to a runaway child. This includes, but is not limited to, notifying the 
designated director (MCFD), the parents (if it is safe to do so), the police, and any contacts 
that may know the whereabouts of the CIC, including the Aboriginal affiliation if the child or 
youth is Aboriginal. (MCFD Service Standards can be found in its entirety at 
http://www.mcf.gov.bc.ca/child protection/pdf/cfd ss may08.pd0. 
The Research Review of Best Practices for Provision of Youth Services (Collaborative 
Community Health Research Centre, 2002) reports that, "the first two weeks a youth is on 
the street is a crucial point in time for intervention" (p. 97), otherwise the longer they stay on 
the street, the more street-involved they become. Service implications, therefore, are 
dependent on addressing the innumerable challenges youth face trying to fmd food and 
shelter; support themselves financially through various means (e.g. panhandling, criminal 
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activities, survival sex); stay safe and avoid physical and sexual assaults; protect their 
personal belongings from theft; address mental health and addiction issues; avoid conflict 
with police; and stay alive (p. 94). Youth tend to avoid shelters that are intended to provide a 
warm, safe environment, due to fear relating to many of the reasons cited above, including 
fear of being reported to the police, MCFD and/or their parents since they require permission 
from a caregiver to access the services provided by the shelter (Malloch & Burgess, 2011, p. 
67). 
Merely "putting a roof over their heads" (Collaborative Community Health Research 
Centre , 2002, p. 96) is not enough for street-involved youth. The building of fundamental 
partnerships between community service agencies and police agencies by improving both 
communication and collaboration between these key agencies will not only promote shared 
accountability, but will also engage dialogue around efficacy for best practice and policy. 
In 2001 , the Ministry for Children and Families developed the Protocol for Missing 
High Risk Youth in partnership with various "youth serving community" agencies within the 
Capital Regional District, Victoria, BC (CRD) as an "integrated approach that assists parents 
and the Police to find youth deemed to be at extreme risk" (Ministry for Children and 
Families, 2001, p. 3). The protocol identified high-risk youth as all children under the age of 
12, and youth with mental health or physical illnesses or challenges, those who were actively 
suicidal, and youth known to be vulnerable or at risk as a result of associations with "known 
drug dealers and/or pimps" (p. 3). 
The action plan under this protocol for missing youth considered to be high-risk 
complements that of Standard 14 but also details roles of primary contacts for the "search 
coordinator" and "community point person." The search coordinator is identified by the 
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professionals involved with the youth and their family" (Ministry for Children and Families, 
2001, p. 5) and would be the "most accessible." The community point person "determine[s] 
how their community will activate protocol and set up a community meeting" (Ministry for 
Children and Families, 2001, p. 6). The protocol provides names of point persons in each of 
the communities of the CRD and emergency contact information, outlined procedures for 
sharing youth photos, and provided definitions of high risk. It appears to be a well laid out 
document, but it is not one that I have seen as an MCFD social worker since I moved to the 
CRD in 2008. At this time, I am unaware of any updated MCFD protocol document in place 
in the CRD or if this protocol continues to be utilized "loosely" within MCFD, meaning that 
some professionals are aware of it and follow it while others are not aware. 
Summary 
While there was, and possibly continues to be, a protocol in place for responding to high-risk 
missing runaways, there does not appear to be an integrated or collaborative response 
between affiliated community members as was intended. Although there may be practices 
that follow this protocol, the knowledge that it is not a widely known or mandated protocol 
within MCFD indicates the need for an integrated collaborative protocol that is mandated 
regionally, and provincially. 
While the police have options to return the youth home or to their caregiver after they 
are located, this is not always the best solution to keeping youth safe, particularly if the 
reason they go missing or run away is related to their safety and wellbeing at home or in care. 
MCFD provides options for high-risk youth, including the provision of support services, 
finding new placements, or signing Youth Agreements for those individuals over 16 years, 
but there is no guarantee that youth will not abscond or continue to place themselves at risk 
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of harm. Inevitably, contacting the police each time the youth goes missing or runs away 
from a ministry placement is the only viable option and protocol in place to ensuring their 
safety and wellbeing. 
Victoria Police Department 
Agency mission 
VicPD's mission statement is "we are trusted by the public to keep people safe by 
enforcing the law and ensuring peace and order" (Victoria Police Department, 2013a) and 
provides a "strategic vision for the year 2020 to be Canada's Safest Region. "By following 
our mission, and embracing our core values, we will foster safer communities and better 
neighbourhoods" (Victoria Police Department, 20 13b ). 
Service area 
According to VicPD's website, the area department was established in 1858 and 
remains the oldest police force "west of the Great Lakes." VicPD is responsible for policing 
the core area of the CRD of Victoria, which has a "population of approximately 80,000 
residents" and includes the Township of Esquimalt, which has an additional17 ,000 residents. 
VicPD employs approximately 243 police officers, 106 civilian staff, and 78 volunteers 
(Victoria Police Department, 2013a). 
The CRD's regional planning website indicates an estimated population of 
approximately 374,000 for 2012, covering a large geographical area, a map of which can be 
found at http://crdatlas.ca/media/8187/crd adminbounds2009.pdf. VicPD covers Victoria's 
downtown area, which is referred to as the "core" and is a hub of activity with tourism, 
"major work locations , and places people go to for night life and major events," which 
translates to a "higher concentration of criminals attracted to the core" (Victoria Police 
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Department, 2012, p. 2). Youth who go missing and run away typically end up where the hub 
of activity is occurring, resulting in VicPD responding to calls about youth from other 
jurisdictional areas. 
Current practice and policy 
VicPD has many specialized units that operate to keep the public safe, and many of 
these unit members will have interactions with youth. VicPD performs under the following 
governing bodies: federally under the Criminal Code, the Charter of Rights and Freedoms, 
and the Youth Criminal Justice Act (YCJA); and provincially, under the BC Police Act and 
the Child, Family and Community Services Act (CFCSA). Accordingly, police are typically 
the primary responders in cases of missing and runaway youth when reported, as they appear 
to hold more statutory power and are legally obligated to make "every reasonable effort to 
locate the parent or guardian of the young person" (VicPD, 2011) as well as locating and 
returning the youth home or to a place of safety. 
In conversations held prior to this practicum, Seargent (Sgt.) Kristi Ross, Patrol 
Division, and Constable (Cst.) Tuttle, MYST, voiced concerns and frustrations regarding 
police roles in locating and returning the chronic high-risk missing and runaway youth, 
specifically in relation to the amount of time and resources the VicPD other police 
departments utilize on reports of missing and runaway youth. The lack of appropriate 
placements, the transporting of youth home or to a place of safety when they do not wish to 
be there and subsequently "run away" again, the ensuing paperwork, being used by parents 
and care providers as "disciplinary or security measures," and "competing demands for more 
serious public safety issues" (Dedel, 2006, p. 2) are the most prevalent complaints from 
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police in regards to responding to reports of high-risk missing and runaway youth (Ross & 
Tuttle, personal communication, February 2013 ). 
Sgt. Kristi Ross and Cst. Theresa Tuttle were instrumental in providing me with 
many of the details of how VicPD responds to reports of missing and runaway youth, as well 
as the organizational measures that are taken upon receiving the report. When a caller such as 
a parent, caregiver, or group home worker reports a missing or runaway youth to the police, 
the Dispatch member taking the call generates a file number and records all pertinent 
information provided. The information is then dispatched to a member of the Patrol Division. 
The Patrol Officer's role is to "respond to calls for assistance, maintain public order, detect 
and prevent criminal activity, conduct the initial investigation of reported crimes and engage 
in proactive policing duties 24 hours a day, everyday" (Victoria Police Department, 2013c). 
The Patrol Officer reviews the police database (as detailed below) for additional 
information, and determines risk or priority based on the reporting information (i.e., age, 
gender), history (i.e. , chronic), mental health and/or addiction issues, their personal 
experiences as an officer, and professional judgment when determining risk. If the risk is 
seen as particularly high, the report can be escalated to additional units at VicPD such as 
Investigative Services, where a detective will be assigned the case. All reports of missing or 
runaway youth are given fairly high priority and are generally responded to within 24 hours. 
The missing person file stays open and transfers to each shift change until the youth is 
located. Once found, the police officer will apprehend and return the youth to an approved 
residence or a place of safety. Unfortunately, according to Sgt. Ross, some youth leave again 
immediately and the cycle starts over (K. Ross, personal communication, January 29, 2013). 
One of the databases used by VicPD for reporting is PRIME (Police Records 
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Information Management Environment), which is a provincial operational database unique to 
BC that coordinates and makes accessible the file information for every police department in 
BC. This regional sharing of information is especially useful in locating high-risk missing or 
runaway youth if the PRIME report has information pertaining to past or current contacts, 
mental health and addiction issues, and/or any history that may lead to their whereabouts. 
Additional to PRIME, searches of the Canadian Police Information Centre (CPIC) provide 
history, details on the missing or runaway youth, dispatch screen, and actions taken in 
locating the missing or runaway person. As CPIC is a national database, if a missing person 
crosses over into another jurisdiction, the youth will be apprehended in that jurisdiction based 
on the CPIC report. 
In a move to address the ongoing concerns of Sexually Exploited Youth and high-risk 
youth between the ages of 13 and 18 years, in conjunction with CRD police 
detachments/departments, a cost-sharing initiative called the Mobile Youth Service Team 
(MYST) was developed in the year 2000. The MYST workers' responsibilities are to educate 
youth and the community about sexual exploitation and drug awareness; gather criminal 
intelligence on sexually exploited youth and pimps who exploit them; criminal enforcement; 
collaborative partnerships; supporting families and high-risk youth; and monitoring youth 
court activities. (Victoria Police Department, 2010, p. 1). 
Currently, the MYST program funds one plain-clothes police officer that, because it 
is an integrated position, is solely responsible for coverage of the Sooke, Sidney, West Shore, 
Central Saanich, Saanich, Oak Bay, and Victoria jurisdictions. As a cost-sharing program, 
the MYST police officer rotates between departments every 3 years; however, Constable 
(Cst) Theresa Tuttle, the police officer currently responsible for MYST, has received a one-
14 
year extension supporting her notable work with MYST for a fourth year (T. Tuttle, personal 
communication, January 28, 2013). 
In addition to working tirelessly with Sexually Exploited Youth, Cst. Tuttle works 
extensively with identified high-risk youth in an advocacy and support role, and has 
developed many collaborative and meaningful relationships with families , social service 
agencies, and community stakeholders in the CRD. When asked if there are any standardized 
risk assessment tools in place for determining risk and collating data to better understand 
missing and runaway youth, Cst. Tuttle indicated that currently there is no regional 
standardized risk assessment tool that VicPD uses. Cst. Tuttle stated that she had recently 
been provided a copy of a risk assessment tool used by the RCMP and was asked for input on 
its potential legitimacy as a tool for MYST services. Some of the risks listed on this risk 
assessment included suicidal behaviours, mental health issues and/or addictions, 
environmental factors (e.g. weather), risk of harm from others, gang relations, and high-risk 
behaviours (e.g. sexually exploited) (T. Tuttle, personal communication, February 2013). 
As risk is subjective and can never be entirely "value-free" (Malloch & Burgess, 
2011 , p. 72), implementing a standardized risk assessment tool as well as a checklist for 
recording information can aid Dispatch and the patrol officer in assessing and responding to 
risk when locating the missing or runaway youth. Additionally, because youth tend to hide 
their runaway status when talking to those in authority (K. Ross, personal communication, 
January 23, 2013), having risk information when the youth has been located is useful in 
determining if they are being truthful. For example, a youth who has gone missing or has run 
away and has been located by police can present as a low risk and portray the capabilities of 
ensuring their own safety and wellbeing so they do not get returned home. Supporting 
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information from MCFD social workers and other affiliated health and social agencies that is 
accessible through YCJA's Section 125, an information sharing protocol, would also assist 
police officers in determining risk and appropriate services for the youth. 
According to Dedel (2006) when youth run away, they "face hazards that are self-
imposed (substance use, consensual high-risk sexual activity), inflicted by others 
(victimization and exploitation), or driven by the need to obtain food, shelter, and money" (p. 
6). Based on these risks, police officers are concerned about the increased potential for harm 
a youth may face and under specific provincial legislation can apprehend a youth (T. Tuttle, 
personal communication, October 23, 2012). Sgt. Ross and Cst. Tuttle concur that, even as 
police officers, there is no legal recourse for them to "hang onto" high-risk youths unless 
they pose a great risk to themselves . These provisions fall under the CFCSA, which supports 
police in apprehending a youth for their own protection if the youth is in immediate danger, 
or at risk of harm from the person or people with whom they are associating. Sections 27 & 
28 of the CFCSA are in place to protect children in the following ways: 
Child in immediate danger 
27 (1) A police officer may, without a court order, take charge of a child if the police 
officer has reasonable grounds to believe that the child' s health or safety is in 
immediate danger. 
(2) A police officer may, without a court order and by force if necessary, enter any 
premises or vehicle or board any vessel for the purpose of taking charge of a child 
under subsection (1) if 
(a) the police officer has reasonable grounds to believe that the child's health or 
safety is in immediate danger, and 
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(b) a person denies the police officer access to the child or no one is available to 
provide access . 
Child who needs to be protected from contact with someone 
28 (1) If there are reasonable grounds to believe that contact between a child and another 
person would cause the child to need protection. Under section 13 (1) (a) to (e) or (i), 
a director may apply to the court for a protective intervention order. 
These are short-term solutions for long-standing issues of chronic, high-risk missing 
or runaway youth who typically do not want to be found and eventually run out of care 
options with MCFD, shelters and their home. Legally, however, if a youth commits an 
offence and is charged, the officer can arrest him or her under the Youth Criminal Justice Act 
(YCJA) and, if the youth is found guilty, can then impose a probation order. If the probation 
order has a "reside and abide condition," and the youth fails to comply, a police officer can 
detain or arrest the youth on breach of conditions. The difficulty then becomes a social and 
moral dilemma of criminalizing a behaviour that serves a specific purpose to the youth, 
whether it is escaping family conflict or a survival mechanism on the streets. 
Inevitably, runaway youth become more entrenched in street and criminal behaviours 
after they are arrested for engaging in criminal activities they deem as necessary for survival 
(e.g. stealing, trading sex for food or shelter and/or selling drugs). With feelings of shame 
and rejection, these youth ultimately lose trust in a system that is meant to protect them 
(Dedel, 2006; Hagan & McCarthy, 2005 ; Herz, Lee, Lutz, Stewart, Tuell, & Wiig, 2012; 
Malloch & Burgess, 2011). Additionally, there are no holding cells at VicPD specifically for 
youth who are detained or arrested, thus, as a last resort, a youth may be placed in the same 
holding area as the adult population. For obvious reasons, this practice poses a risk to the 
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youth, putting them unnecessarily in contact with unfavorable adults who may negatively 
influence them, and also places the police department in an untenable position of not 
providing for the wellbeing of a minor held within their custody. 
Among the VicPD police officers I interviewed, it was commonly felt that a more 
regionalized collaborative approach to working with high-risk youth would reduce the time, 
resources, accountability, and risk-management for police officers and MCFD social 
workers, making services more responsive and effective for this population. The lack of 
coordinated, collaborative health, social, and justice services, at all levels of government and 
community, has resulted in insufficient service options to date. 
Summary 
Historically, the police perspective has focused primarily on law enforcement. 
However, in response to social and economic trends, the evolution of community policing 
has played a pivotal role in crime prevention and community education. Recent statistics 
provided at provincial and community levels indicate that with runaway and street-involved 
youth having a propensity for criminal activities, the roles and responsibilities of police 
members are changing, resulting in potential increased liability among police members 
dealing with the criminal behaviour of this challenging population. 
Unfortunately in Canada, there is little legal recourse for parents, guardians, or police 
to force youth to return to their place of residence. Parents may relinquish legal rights of 
guardianship to the MCFD or deny their child access to their home but under Canadian law, 
parents and caregivers are responsible for their child as long as they remain in their care or 
until they reach the age of majority (previously defined). 
MCFD and VicPD response to youth runaways coincides with comparable 
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standardized protocols from other jurisdictions, the one caveat being that VicPD also falls 
under the mandate of the BC Police Act, the Criminal Code and the Youth Criminal Justice 
Act to act if a criminal offence has taken place. The difficulty for both MCFD and VicPD 
service providers is that running away is not a criminal offence, which makes working with 
high-risk missing and runaway youth quite challenging. There are few actions MCFD is able 
to enforce with this youth population, and the police are, proverbially speaking, "handcuffed" 
as well. Provincial and federal legislations and policies have no supporting provisions for 
parent(s) or caregiver(s) to forcibly detain their child/youth when they place themselves at 
risk of harm by chronically going missing or running away. This lends a feeling of 
powerlessness and frustration for adults of high-risk youth when they are unable to protect 
their child from harm and watch helplessly as they lose them to the streets. 
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Chapter 2: Literature Review 
"There is a small group of children and youth in B. C. who are placing 
themselves at risk of harm. Some may die; some already have. " 
(SCWG, 1998, p. 27) 
Introduction 
The connotation of the word "runaway" is not as simple as the image it evokes, nor 
does it provide a sufficient portrayal of this complex group of youth. Prevailing assumptions 
about the nature and meaning of runaway behaviours has elicited the development of policies 
and practices aimed at standardizing "best practice" protocols, risk assessment tools and 
guidelines to help predicate risk factors, cultivate collaborative community partnerships, and 
gain a better understanding of the extent of this problem. 
Though considerable research was conducted to implement community standards and 
frameworks of practice and policy, a closer evaluation illustrates there is a "theoretical 
context signaling recurrent tensions between the management of risks and the prescription of 
responsibilities that underpin the development and implementation of policy and practice 
responses to young runaways" (Malloch & Burgess, 2011, p. 1). In order to address this 
disconnect in Victoria, this literature review sets out to illuminate the current policies and 
practice trends between the Ministry of Children and Family Development (MCFD) and the 
Victoria Police Department (VicPD) as the accountable stakeholders. 
Background 
Missing and runaway youth 
Running away from home is not a new phenomenon, evidenced by the "thousands of 
children [who] run away from home each year in Canada" (Canadian Children's Rights 
Council, 2008, para. 1). Historically, the term "runaway" denoted images of rebellious 
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teenagers who left home as a means of coping with family conflict and abuse. Springer 
(200 1) likened the runaway crisis to Mark Twain ' s classic The Adventures of Huckleberry 
Finn, theorizing that it is "primarily the Huck Finns, not the thrill-seeking Tom Sawyers, 
who often find themselves in runaway shelters and in need of crisis intervention and other 
services" (p. 131). Conversely, when an image of a missing child is evoked, it is one of 
pictures found on the back of milk cartons and on street posts, portraying images of abducted 
children and youth, or young children lost and in tears. Regardless of the preconceived 
stereotype that is evoked, it is imperative to look at the definitions of missing and runaway 
youth, as these two terms are used interchangeably and carry important research implications. 
In 1998, the Canadian Centre for Justice Statistics, a program under Statistics Canada, 
indicated over "56,000 children under the age of 18" were reported as missing in 1996, but 
that "by far the greatest number of children reported missing are runaways" and that of those 
reported missing, 57% were female (Reingold, 1998, p. 2). The term "missing" encompasses 
many variations in categorizing missing person reports: runaways, parental child abduction, 
stranger abduction, lost child, and unknown and young adults (Canadian Centre for Child 
Protection, 2011, n.p.). 
Issues in defining 
The difficulty with the term "missing" is that regardless of the circumstances of the 
disappearance-whether the youth did not return home for curfew, did not let their 
parent/caregiver know their whereabouts, or were truly "missing"-when a report is filed on 
a youth as missing in BC, the file is recorded as a missing person report through PRIME and 
CPIC. Thus, if the youth returns home hours later and was not actually missing, data has 
been input that denotes a missing person, which subsequently affects statistical accuracy. 
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According to Malloch and Burgess (20 11 ), there is no consistent collation of data on missing 
persons between community partners, recording procedures, or definitional consistencies, 
resulting in data that are statistically unreliable for a number of reasons. Some of the 
statistical errors are reflected in the following examples: the number of reports received 
versus the number of persons reported missing when it is the same person (chronic runaway) 
who consistently goes missing; the categorization of the reports (as previously noted) when 
the initial reason is unknown; person(s) who go missing but are not being reported or, 
conversely, reports being made but the person may not necessarily be missing; and finally, 
how the reports are recorded across jurisdictions (Malloch & Burgess, 2011; Ministry of 
Justice and Attorney General [MJAG], 2010). 
Given these complexities, defmitions of a "missing person" are broader than those of 
a "runaway" and involve "any situation where a person's whereabouts are unknown" 
(MJAG, 2010, p. 2). The broader terms of a "missing youth" are evidenced by MCFD CICs 
who reside in substitute care homes, such as group homes or foster homes, and chronically 
run away. If the youth fail to meet their appointed curfew, whether they are known to be "at 
risk" or not, the standard protocol for the caregiver is to report the youth as missing to 
MCFD, probation workers, and the police. In this situation, the foster home or group home 
may surmise that the youth has no intention to return to the placement; however, the CFCSA 
CIC Standard 14 indicates that after all other measures have been exhausted in locating the 
child, the caregiver is then to contact and "coordinate search activities with the police" (p. 
122). As stated previously, this could alter statistical data if a missing report is regularly filed 
on the same youth. However, this does not negate the concerns or attention that should be 
given to missing youth or chronic runaways. 
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Research on the term "runaway" indicates that most definitions provided in the 
relevant literature define a runaway as a minor or a young person under the age of 18 years 
who has left their home or placement without the consent of their parents or caregivers, or 
because they have been forced to leave home by their parents or caregivers (MJAG, 2010; 
Missingkids.ca; Springer, 2001). Again, earlier conceptualizations of runaways evoked the 
stereotype of delinquency as opposed to the familial, behavioural, and systemic issues that 
are more recently being analyzed to define runaways (Slesnick, Dashora, Letcher, Erdem, & 
Serovich, 2009, p. 2). 
Attempts have been made to categorize runaways based on commonly found 
characteristics of "push factors [that] are internal to the home or foster care/residential 
setting, motivating the individual to run away from them" and "pull factors [that] are external 
to the home/residential setting and motivate the individual to run towards them" (MJAG, 
2010, p. 5), but given the numerous characteristics of runaway youth there has been "no 
universally agreed upon categorization of runaways" (Springer, 2001, p. 135). When children 
leave home or substitute care (i.e., Ministry care), typically the reasons relate to familial 
conflict, but they may also include physical or emotional abuse, mental health and addictions, 
youth-related issues (including school and personal life), and residential instability issues 
(change in placements, or multiple moves relating to poverty) (Malloch & Burgess, 2011; 
National Coalition for the Homeless, 2008; Springer 2001). 
The growing numbers of young runaways are finding themselves at risk of poverty, 
residential instability including homelessness, high-risk behaviours, criminal activities, and 
physical and emotional harm, which produce immense social, economic, and financial 
implications for society. According to Aleguire (1985), running away from home is one of 
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the few truly powerful actions available to contemporary youths who are experiencing 
distress in their home and community environments. The runaway action inevitably achieves 
immediate results-some intended and some not intended by the runaway youth (p. 1 ). 
Statistics 
The definitional issues of runaways and missing youth contribute to difficulties in 
addressing or researching this population. Moreover, the collation of statistical data varies 
between agencies as a result of inaccurate or incomplete report details resulting in inaccurate 
or unreliable data. Available data provides only numbers of reports filed and does not 
delineate reports made in error. A report by a British Parliamentary Panel (Parliamentary 
Panel, 2007), in response to the lack of standardized information collected on missing 
persons, stated that, "there is still better information available nationally on stolen cars than 
there is on missing children" (para 2) . 
Attempts to obtain statistical data from VicPD' s crime analyst-to conduct a thematic 
analysis on seasons, age, gender, frequency, and risk, as well to get a statistical summary of 
the youth runaway rate in the CRD-were initially futile due to a number of internal and 
external influences. VicPD's Improving Operational Effectiveness. VicPD 's Action Plan Re: 
The Plecas Report (VicPD, 2012) strengthened the notion that time and priorities were 
underlying determinants in delays in receiving data early in the practicum, stating, "workload 
demands placed on the lone crime analyst are unrealistic" (p 7). Regrettably, when I was 
provided data on missing or runaway youth reported on PRIME, it was near the completion 
of my practicum, which limited my ability to undertake the 309-page excel spreadsheets to 
collate the data accordingly. Therefore, the most recent statistics obtained from alternate 
resources in BC and Canada are provided here to convey to the reader the magnitude of the 
24 
social and economic reality of high-risk missing or runaway youth. 
According to Missingkids.ca, a charitable organization owned and operated by the 
Canadian Centre for Child Protection (CCCP), more than 50,000 reports are made to 
Canadian police annually, with the majority being runaways (CCCP, 2011). Malloch, Rees, 
and Wade (as cited in Malloch & Burgess, 2011) have found that girls are "statistically more 
likely to run away, while boys tend to do so at an earlier age." Similarly, the Royal Canadian 
Mounted Police (RCMP) Missing Children Services' 2009 Missing Children Reference 
Report found that: 
The runaway category composes almost three-quarters of the missing children 
reports. More females than males run away and more often (28%) from their family 
residence, while 23 per cent run away from foster homes. Eighty-three per cent of 
runaway children have a history of repeat or chronic running episodes. Seventeen per 








50,492 missing children reports were made to Canadian law enforcement 
agencies; 
78% of these missing children reports had repeat or habitual characteristics; 
83% of these missing children reports involved children 14 to 17 years of age; 
approximately 75% of all missing children reports were runaways; 
58% female: 48% male, and 
the highest percentage of runaways were ages 14-15 years-31% of females and 
20% of males. (RCMP, 2009, n.p.) 
Covenant House Vancouver (CHV), a youth-based program for street-involved youth 
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between the ages of 16 and 22 years, provides short-term transitional shelter and long-term 
supportive housing along with other services for street involved youth, a number they 
estimate to be around 700 at any given time (2012). Annually in BC, there are over 11,000 
youth runaways, most of whom, CHV (2012) reports, "have fled abuse at home or have aged 
out of the foster care system" (n.p.). Of the youth involved with CHV: 
• 39% of our youth present with a mental health diagnosis 
• 50% of our youth present with an addiction problem 
• 70% of our youth have witnessed family violence 
• 40% of our youth have been in government care 
• 95% of our youth report that Covenant House has helped them 
• 75% of youth feel more confident about their future after staying at CHV. (CHV, 
2012, n.p.) 
In addition to these statistics, in 2007, Covenant House Vancouver compiled statistics 
for "A Profile of Vancouver's Street Youth" that contribute to the awareness that youth who 
runaway are at risk for a multitude of reasons, including, but not limited to sexual 
exploitation, sexual assault, physical violence, theft, substance use/abuse issues, gang related 




80% have no work experience; 
75% have panhandled for money; 
94% have made money through criminal activities (i.e. shoplifting, dealing drugs, 
theft and/or sexual exploitation); 
• 90% have spent at least one day without eating; 














44% often walked all night; 
80% have spent the night in an all night restaurant once; 
37% have often spent the night in an all night restaurant; 
65% have stayed in an abandoned building; 
50% have often stayed in abandoned buildings; 
90% report that their belongings have been stolen at least once; 
40% have been assaulted at least once; 
93% have smoked marijuana at least once (91 % said it was a frequent occurrence); 
71% have used crack or cocaine at least once since leaving home (62% said it was a 
frequent occurrence); 
39% have been charged with a criminal offence while living at home; 
55% have been charged with a criminal offence while living on the street; and 
40% have attempted suicide at least once (7% have tried more than 9 times) since 
living on the street. (McCarthy, 2007, p. 12) 
Current statistical information can be found on the Government of Canada's 
Canada's Missing website at http://www.canadasmissing.ca/pubs/fac-ren-20 11-eng.htm. As 
evidenced under the missing children and youth fast fact sheet, BC has the largest number of 
runaways provincially, who are predominantly female. As well, there are reportedly a high 
number of "unknowns" and "others," which possibly relates to the lack of standardized 
reporting tools across jurisdictions and the difficulties in defining and reporting the missing 
youth population (Government of Canada, 2011, n.p). 
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Secure Care 
How it arose 
Diane Sowden, Executive Director of Children of the Streets Society, called on the 
provincial government to enact greater measures to protect the victims of sexual exploitation 
after having experienced concerns for her own child who, at the age of 13, became involved 
in Vancouver's sex trade and was addicted to heroin. After years of lobbying and receiving 
support from various groups and social organizations including the BC Civil Liberties 
Association (BCCLA), Ms. Sowden gained the attention of Penny Priddy, Minister of 
Children and Families in 1996. In 1998, amid increasing frustrations about the legal inability 
of parents, caregivers, and service providers to protect high-risk children and youth from 
harm, Minister Priddy appointed the Secure Care Working Group (SCWG), which included 
Ms. Sowden, to "provide advice on whether the ministry should develop options for secure 
treatment of high-risk children and youth in British Columbia" (SCWG, 1998, p. 5). 
The purpose of the SCWG was to evaluate the merits and risks of developing a secure 
care program that would allow for the detention of children and youth who were at risk of 
immediate harm but who did not fall under the Mental Health Act as mentally disordered, 
and/or who had not been charged under the Young Offenders Act. Children and youth were 
entitled to protection from harm or threat of harm under the CFCSA legislation, however, it 
did not adequately address the issues of children and youth who placed themselves at risk of 
harm, thus the rationale for Secure Care. 
Secure Care was inspired by Alberta's Protection of Children Involved in Prostitution 
Act (PChiP) proclaimed in 1999 in response to recommendations made by the Task Force on 
Children Involved in Prostitution. The PChiP was the first legislation of its kind in Canada 
and in 2007 was amended to the Protection of Sexually Exploited Children Act (PSECA) 
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(Government of Alberta, 2010, p. 5). The intent ofPChiP and PSECA was to offer 
"protection to children who are sexually exploited through their involvement or risk of 
involvement in prostitution" and allowed "police or Children andY outh Services to 
apprehend and confine them for their protection and safety" (Government of Alberta, 2010, 
p. 5). 
It became clear, based on news articles, that Alberta believed other provinces should 
consider similar secure care legislation. Specifically, there was frustration when a request by 
Alberta officials to apprehend a Calgary girl suspected of engaging in prostitution in 
Vancouver was refused. Alberta Premier Ralph Klein forced this issue at the annual 
premier's conference and the response received from BC's premier Glen Clark was: 
The B.C. government will "very likely" adopt an Alberta law that allows the 
authorities to apprehend child prostitutes. Clark and the country's other premiers have 
agreed each of their home provinces should consider adoption of the Alberta law to 
ensure uniformity across Canada in the treatment by provincial governments. (Gale & 
O'Neil, 1999, p, A8) 
In August of 1998, the SCWG submitted their report with recommendations to the 
Ministry for Children and Families (now MCFD) to "develop a safe care option" that "would 
allow for the removal of children and youth from situations of extreme danger to a 
designated facility where they could be held up to 72 hours while an assessment and plan of 
care is completed" (SCWG, 1998, p. 6). 
On May 14, 2000, Gretchen Brewin, BC's Children's Minister, stated that the 
proposal for secure care legislation in B.C. was considered "too controversial and 
problematic and she was told there are concerns regarding the legal ramifications" (Sieberg, 
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2000, para. 6) and that the legislation would not move forward. Minister Brewin felt that it 
was a "human-rights issue" (Tait, 2000, p. A04) and that she was advised it needed more 
time for discussion. However, the following day, despite the stated controversy, Minister 
Brewin stated that secure care legislation was under consideration and there was "a real 
possibility that it [would] be on the fall agenda" (Sieberg, 2000, p. B01). In June, one month 
after speaking of the controversies of Secure Care Bill25, the Secure Care Act (SCA) was 
introduced to the BC Legislature. Premier Ujjal Dosanjh committed to spending $10 million 
on developing treatment facilities and implementing a secure care board that would assess 
risk of harm stating, "we cannot simply stand back and allow children to be harmed by 
addiction or degradation of sexual exploitation" (Willcocks, 2000, p. BO 1 ). The new 
measures were to be in place within 10 months and the facilities were expected to house 15 
to 20 children at a time, with anticipated numbers of 200 per year (Willcocks, 2000, p. BO 1 ). 
Bill 25's Secure Care passed through three readings, and during one ofthe readings 
Minister Brewin's commentary supported claims by secure care advocates in BC and 
reinforced the inability that parents, service providers, and caregivers had to intervene in the 
lives of service-resistant high-risk youth. Minister Brewin agreed with claims that secure care 
was the only viable solution for some youth: 
We have a broad network of programs and services across this whole province. 
Overall they work pretty well, but one group of young people continues to fall 
through all cracks. They are among the most vulnerable children in this province. We 
have no authority to force them to get support or treatment. That leaves all of us-
families, friends, service providers, government and society-powerless to save them. 
Bill 25 will change that for the first time in British Columbia by providing a 
30 
constructive way to intervene in the lives of youth, many of whom have problems 
with hard-core addictions or serious involvement in the sex trade (British Columbia 
Legislative Assembly, 2000). 
Provisions of the Secure Care Act 
The Secure Care Act mandated the involuntary detention of a youth in a secure care 
facility in situations where it was determined that the "child has an emotional or behavioural 
condition that presents a high risk of serious harm or injury to the child," and when he or she 
was "unable or unwilling to take steps to reduce the risk of harm" (Secure Care Act, 2000, 
section 8(l)(a)(b)). The Act specified that the emotional or behavioural condition could be 
demonstrated by, among other things, "severe substance misuse or addiction or the sexual 
exploitation of the child" (Section 2(2)). The Department of Justice Canada has summarized 
provisions of the Secure Care Act to: 
Give parents and authorities the power to get help for high-risk children and youth 
who are unable or unwilling to help themselves. The Act is not limited to youth 
prostitution and includes other forms of self-harm, such as severe drug addiction 
(British Columbia press release, June 2000). The B.C. legislation empowers a parent, 
guardian, or director of secure care to make an application to have a child 
apprehended into secure care for up to 30 days. The Secure Care Board has the 
authority to issue a secure care certificate: if the child has an "emotional or 
behavioural condition" that puts them in harm; the child is "unable or unwilling to 
take steps to reduce risk;" there are no other "less intrusive" options for addressing 
the risk; and, consent has been obtained from the Ministry of Children and Families. 
In emergency cases, authorities will be empowered to " ... ensure the safety of a young 
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person by detaining them for up to 72 hours for assessment and arrangement of 
treatment and support services." (Department of Justice Canada, 2012, para. 9) 
The advent of Secure Care can be found at 
http://www.justice.gc.ca/eng/pi/rs/reprap/200 1/rrO 1_13/p211.html. 
Demise of the Secure Care Act 
After a public consultation that lasted from November 2000 to February 2001, 
concerns voiced about secure care were: 
1. The legislation was drafted too quickly. 
11. There was a lack of consultation. 
111. The effectiveness of long-term detention was questionable. 
IV. There was a lack of a continuum of care and voluntary services. 
v. Secure care would drive prostitution underground. 
v1. Secure care would be discriminately enforced against girls and Aboriginals. 
v11. Secure care would be a repeat of the residential school experience. 
v111. Charter concerns: does the Secure Care Act violate youth's rights? 
IX. The Secure Care Act violates the UN Convention on the Rights of the Child. 
x. The Secure Care Act fails to address systemic inequality. 
x1. Concerns regarding the use of the Secure Care Board. 
In May 2001 , BC's New Democratic Party (NDP) administration was replaced with 
the Liberal government, resulting in the existing Secure Care legislation facing opposition. 
With an announcement under the Liberal government's "new era commitments," a new "safe 
care" legislation would be developed that, unlike the broadly-mandated Secure Care Act, 
would focus exclusively on protecting sexually exploited persons. Children's Minister 
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Gordon Hogg would work with the Ministry of Public Safety and Solicitor General to 
"identify additional legislative options to impose penalties on those who abuse children and 
youth through commercial sexual exploitation" and committed to continue urging the federal 
government to raise the age of consent (MCFD, 2002c, para. 6). 
In 2004/2005, the Ministry of Children and Family Development, under the 
leadership of Minister Stanley Hagan, reconfirmed the government's commitment to develop 
safe care that would reflect the recommendations submitted by the SCWG in 1998 and 
scheduled implementation for 2005/2006. Those plans were again delayed, and further talks 
to revisit secure care appeared to have dissolved. 
With verbal commitments from the Ministry for Children and Family Development to 
develop and implement a safe care option for high-risk children and youth, the question 
remains: where does it currently stand? There is very little that can be done to "protect" high-
risk children and youth whose risk(s) are not addressed through programs and services. Risk 
identifiers include a life committed to criminal activities; mental health and addictions; risk 
of being physically and/or sexually assaulted or discriminated against (bullied); health 
implications such as pregnancy, STD's, HIV/AIDS, and Hepatitis C; and, most devastating, 
suicide. Suicide is considered to be the "second biggest killer of youth" in BC (McCreary 
Centre Report, 2007, p. 26). 
Subsequent to Alberta championing secure care measures to protect sexually 
exploited youth, Ontario and Saskatchewan enacted similar measures. Additionally, Nova 
Scotia (2002) and Quebec (2005) have provided similar authority for varying secure 
treatment orders for youth who were found to be in need of protection from themselves. 
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Summary 
Life on the street is hard for anyone, but it can be especially difficult and dangerous 
for young people that run away from home. The Missing Women Commission of Enquiry 
report (Buckley, 2012) indicates that historically, British Columbia (BC) has the highest rate 
of missing person reports in Canada, citing the "extensive coastline, large wilderness areas 
and a large transient population due to mild weather conditions" (Buckley, p. 1). With news 
reports and public attention on the Robert Pickton trial in the Lower Mainland of BC and the 
Highway of Tears in Northern BC depicting missing women as vulnerable and living 
dangerously on the street, the perilous passage to adulthood for high-risk youth is not one 
that should be inflicted with criminal or social stereotypes. Instead, changes need to be made 
to address these attached stereotypes and stigmas, and actions need to be taken to address 
high-risk youth needs and risk factors at an early age to ensure the immediate action of 
social, justice, and health services so those who run away or go missing do not become, as 
titled in Wally Oppal ' s Report ofthe Missing Women Commission of Inquiry (2012), "The 
Forsaken." 
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Chapter Three: Practicum Objectives and Learning Methods 
On any given night, thousands of youth across Canada huddle on street 
corners, park benches, friends' couches, or in emergency shelters. 
They are there by circumstance-rarely by choice. (Barr, 2009, p. 1). 
Introduction 
Having chosen Victoria Police Department (VicPD) for my practicum placement to 
complete my MSW, my learning objectives were based on specific parameters around the 
expectations of my personal and academic learning outcomes, as well as future practical and 
professional implications and potential strategies for VicPD. Chapter Three describes my 
learning objectives and the activities I engaged in to achieve these objectives, followed by a 
discussion of some of the challenges I faced in my practicum. This chapter will also briefly 
outline some of the evidence-based initiatives and projects that are currently being examined 
or are underway. 
Summary of Practicum Objectives and Learning Methods 
To facilitate my learning objectives with a key focus on enhancing my research and 
communication skills while at VicPD, I commenced with readings that directed me to the 
specific research parameters I wanted to address and followed up with discussions and some 
ride-a-longs with VicPD members and social workers. My objectives and learning methods 
were as follows: 
1) To become familiar with the current practice and policies ofMCFD and VicPD 
regarding missing or runaway youth. This goal was achieved by: 
a. Reading over the following MCFD publications: 
i. Child, Family and Community Service Act (CFCSA) (RSBC 1996); 
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11. Child and Family Development Service Standards (Revised, May 
2008); 
111. Guidelines for Provision of Youth Services (October 2002); 
1v. Research Review of Best Practices for the Provision of Youth Services 
(October 2002); 
v. Sexual Exploitation of Youth in British Columbia (2000); 
VI. Standards for Safe House Services (October 2002); 
v11. Youth Policy Framework (May 2000); and 
vm. Standards for Youth Support Services and Agreements (May 2004). 
b. Reading VicPD's website on history, services, strategic plans and reports, and 
organization structure, including the following operational reports and 
strategic plan: 
1. Setting the Stage for Improved Efficiency and Effectiveness- The 
Plecas Report (June 2012); 
11. Improving Operational Effectiveness (September 2012); 
m. Crime Reduction Strategy (November 2012); and 
1v. Strategic Plan 2020. 
c. Meeting with various members of MCFD and VicPD to interview them and 
discuss their various roles. 
2) To evaluate the current response to missing or runaway youth and determine ifthere 
is a more feasible plan of action to assist and support youth. This was achieved 
through researching other jurisdictional areas that have programs in place or are 
implementing program areas that address the needs of missing or runaway youth. 
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3) To develop a greater awareness of the various programs and services offered 
throughout the Capital Regional District (CRD) for missing or runaway youth. This 
learning objective was achieved through interactions with community stakeholders, 
research, and discussions about current programs in CRD. 
4) To determine whether a Community Needs Assessment (CNA) would be a valid tool 
in meeting goals and objectives of this practicum. This was not achieved as a result of 
time limitations required to conduct CNAs. 
5) To continuously learn about the theory that informs clinical practice in the area of 
missing or runaway youth and to understand the underlying characteristics of at-risk 
or high-risk youth. This goal was achieved through ongoing research and reading, 
attending a workshop on youth gangs, observations on ride-a-longs, interviews, and 
discussions. 
6) To improve documentation skills. This was achieved through the joumaling and 
documentation of each conversation, website visited, and notes that have enabled me 
to progress through the requirements of the MSW practicum. 
7) To become familiar with the more technical aspects ofVicPD and how they respond 
to calls. Through various ride-a-longs, interviews, and discussions, I was able to 
achieve this goal to the satisfaction of acquiring an understanding of the 
organizational structure and how calls are dispatched and responded to by VicPD. 
8) To learn more about why youth run away. This was achieved through reading and 
researching, interviews, and job shadowing. 
9) To assess opportunities for a collaborative, local, and possibly regionalized response 
to missing and runaway youth. To achieve this, I spoke with members ofVicPD to 
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determine their awareness of existing programs and their impressions of how they 
worked, I researched existing programs specific to Canada that are effective and 
collaborative, and I spoke with MCFD social workers about various services or 
initiatives that may be in place. 
Readings 
Throughout much of my practicum, I spent many hours researching and reading 
literature relating to my study interest as well researching and discussing policy and 
publications with police officers and social workers. Ire-familiarized myself with the 
CFSCA and many of the reports publicized. by MCFD including the Guidelines for Provision 
of Youth Services, Child and Family Development Service Standards, Research Review of 
Best Practices for Provision ofYouth Services, Sexual Exploitation of Youth in BC, 
Standards for Safe House Services and Youth Policy Framework. As this knowledge is 
pertinent and useful in my practice, I wanted to determine how it related to work outside 
MCFD and if it was consistent with current practices. I read publications on the VicPD 
website, including VicPD's Strategic Plan 2020 and Setting the Stage for Improved 
Efficiency and Effectiveness (The Plecas Report) which I found to be of interest in the future 
direction ofVicPD. I also revisited the YCJA, specifically Section 125: Disclosure of 
Information in a Record, as it is a section that is often overlooked in the sharing of 
information between police members and agencies that may be involved with youth. 
Meetings and observation 
To better understand the proficiencies ofVicPD's police officers and gain some 
insight into their daily work habits, I was able to meet with Sergeant (Sgt.) Kristi Ross 
(Patrol) and Constable (Cst.) Theresa Tuttle from MYST, who until recently, with VicPD's 
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realignment of staff, was a Youth Detective and the Crime Analyst. Each of these members 
patiently and proficiently walked me through their roles and answered my many questions 
about the job they do and how they do it, which was evident in the passion and pride they 
have in their varying roles at VicPD. 
On one occasion, I was able to accompany Sgt. Ross on a ride-a-long late on a Friday 
evening between 7:00p.m. and 3:00a.m. I had anticipated observing youth on the street and 
possible interactions, and while there were no reports of missing or runaway youth on this 
evening, I was able to participate in other call-outs and observe Sgt. Ross and other attending 
police officers, as they responded to other serious reports. Sgt. Ross was respectful of my 
presence, including me in on briefings as well as outlining details of her position and long-
time career. 
I was also able to attend Youth Court with Cst. Tuttle (MYST), who works as a plain-
clothes officer (without uniform) to monitor and observe youth court matters. Again, she was 
quite open to answering my questions and portrayed great passion and insight in the work she 
does with high-risk youth. It was evident that Cst. Tuttle is well respected as a MYST worker 
and youth were able to look past her role as a police officer and considered her to be an 
advocate and ally. Cst. Tuttle attends youth court to support high-risk youth who otherwise 
have little support and advocates for services and supports on their behalf. 
In October, I attended a full-day workshop on Youth Gang Violence and Prevention 
as this aligned with my learning objectives regarding youth high-risk behaviours. Through 
the day, I learned from other workshop members who work with high-risk youth that there is 
also a paucity of literature in Canada on youth involvement in gangs-specifically, entering 
and exiting this lifestyle-and that there is no current provincial mandate for addressing gang 
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violence or prevention. However, there are a number of programs in the lower mainland that 
are addressing and working with high-risk youth that are gang-involved. High-risk runaway 
youth share many of the same characteristics for high-risk behaviours as those who become 
involved in gang-related activities. These characteristics are attributed to five domains that 
contribute to high-risk behaviours: Individual, Family, Peer, School, and Community. Given 
the behavioural parallels between high-risk missing and runaway youth and entry into gang 
or street-involved lifestyles, such as homelessness, sexual exploitation, mental health and 
addictions, and survival, it is evidently critical that immediate and coordinated efforts are 
made to develop protocols and mandates addressing prevention, intervention, and exit 
strategies, as well as to provide appropriate services that will support this troubling, high-risk 
population ofyouth (Youth Gang Violence and Prevention, workshop, October 2012). 
Available resources 
One of the learning objectives achieved through this practicum was to increase my 
understanding and knowledge of the resources available in the City ofVictoria as well as the 
CRD for youth who have run away. In my role as a social worker for MCFD, I had 
opportunities to access many of Victoria's resources, and since undertaking this practicum I 
have acquired a broader understanding of the services specifically designed for the high-risk 
population, as well as which services work collaboratively to provide integrated supports to 
the youth. 
There are a number of service options available across the CRD for youth, through 
both public and private sectors, but services that are available for the street-involved or high-
risk population who present with multitudinous issues are limited. In addition, the current 
service delivery system presumes that the high-risk youth are willing and able to access 
40 
services, but many youth who do not wish to be found will not access any available services, 
regardless of what they are (Dedel, 2006, p. 2) . Predominantly, the resources that are utilized 
most by youth seeking support tend to be emergency short-term services such as for shelter, 
clothing, and food. A high number of runaways tend to be children in care (CIC) ofMCFD, 
youth that typically walk away from their foster homes or group homes or do not have safe 
family homes to return to, resulting in the remaining viable option of going to an emergency 
shelter. These are the services that I have focused my research on, given that they are 
significantly more utilized and taxed than any other support service for high-risk youth. 
There are two such safe houses for runaway and/or street-involved youth in Victoria. 
One is the Kiwanis Emergency Shelter, a ten-bed, 24/7 emergency shelter for youth aged 13-
18 years that covers the entire CRD. The maximum number of nights a youth can stay at 
Kiwanis is seven and the youth requires consent from a parent or guardian to stay. This poses 
a challenge on many levels. First, most youth who run away or are street-involved will not 
readily get consent from their parent or guardian to stay at the shelter, so this would not be 
their first option. Second, it is a short-term emergency bed facility requiring youth and their 
caregiver( s) to develop a longer-term plan of care after seven days if returning to their home 
or place of safety is not an option. Lastly, access is limited by the number of youth accessing 
the shelter in one period of time as there are only ten beds covering the CRD population of 
over 370,000 people. Additionally, if the youth is intoxicated, under the influence of illegal 
substances, or suffering from mental health illness, he/she may be turned away to seek other 
services. 
The second safe house is a program called Out of the Rain Youth Shelter that 
provides "a warm, safe and dry environment for youth aged 15 to 25. Morning and evening 
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meals are provided for up to 30 youth each night" (Out of the Rain, 2013). Some of the 
limitations of Out of the Rain are the limited winter operational months of October to April; 
the shelter rotates nightly between the downtown community and faith-based organizations, 
therefore those accessing the service need to know the schedule and be able to get to the 
shelter; and because it services those between 15 and 25 years of age in one room, some of 
the more vulnerable youth may be in contact with the older, more street-entrenched people 
accessing the shelter. 
With these barriers to shelter, and many barriers to accessing services relevant to 
high-risk youths' needs, it often becomes more difficult to reach out to them once they 
become street-involved and become entrenched in street or criminal life, addictions, and 
other areas of self-harm including exploitation and regrettably, for some, suicide. 
Cst. Tuttle of the MYST indicated in verbal reports that although incidences of the 
high-risk street-involved youth are typically low, these are the youth who remain the most 
difficult to work with or treat and require the greatest amount of time and resources. They 
present the greatest risk to themselves and require multiple contacts with police members 
resulting in fiscal strains on departments, concerns over liability, and general feelings of 
helplessness in helping a population of youth who consistently engage in high-risk 
behaviours. Some of these youth have acquired more than 200 police entries, which can 
equate to hundreds of police hours spent on one youth (T. Tuttle, personal communication, 
November 28, 2012). If youth do not receive appropriate intervention, treatment, or support 
service access, systemically they will continue through the youth justice system until they 
age out to adulthood, at which time the criminal activity could lead to more prolific offences. 
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Documentation 
Throughout this practicum, I maintained comprehensive progress notes regarding 
conversations with individuals I communicated with or attempted to communicate with, and 
dates and times . As a social worker, it is imperative that documentation providing a 
description of every interaction, the purpose of the interaction, and any outcomes or follow-
up that is required is clearly written to ensure transparency, accountability, court matters, and 
the ability for someone else to follow up on a case file if required. 
Challenges Faced in Practicum 
There were fundamental challenges presented over the course of my practicum at 
VicPD. I feel it important to illustrate that conceptually, building collaborative relationships 
is not only essential but also ideal; however, logistically, it takes time, resources, and 
financial and operational commitment. 
One of the issues faced early on with my practicum was the recognition that although 
I was eager to begin a placement at VicPD, the parameters of my goals had to be redefined 
by my own expectations. I envisioned numerous ride-a-longs with alternating VicPD 
members to observe their interactions with community members; meeting high-risk youth to 
discuss their life experiences in the hope of gaining insight into their behaviours; and meeting 
with influential stakeholders and agencies to deliberate opportunities for building 
collaborative relationships. I had to forgo these idealistic objectives as time and natural 
barriers to an experiential framework of working with tangible multi-variables proved to be 
more challenging than I anticipated. However, much was learned through other forums. In 
reflection of these obstacles, it is noteworthy to state that MCFD is often criticized for the 
amount of time it takes for workers to respond to phone calls given their busy caseloads, and 
43 
inadvertently what this practicum has taught me is that many social, health, and judiciary 
settings that work with high-risk, emergency-based reactionary caseloads face similar 
challenges in practice. 
Additionally, although the required 560 hours were completed, they were completed 
in a relatively short period of time which made it difficult to meet with all the local 
stakeholders I felt would be relevant to this practicum experience, given their political or 
professional obligations. Working within a dynamic environment such as MCFD and VicPD 
where high caseloads, changing staff, and reactionary measures are the norm creates 
challenges for time, both for myself and those I sought information from, especially 
considering resource and information requests that potentially impede existing work 
priorities. 
Summary 
Within this chapter is an explanation of my learning objectives and the actions I took 
to achieve them. Although my practicum wasn't as experiential as I had anticipated, much 
was learned through discussions and meetings with various members ofMCFD and VicPD, 
as well as through research and readings that provided me opportunities to be self-directed 
and accountable for my learning objectives. Although time proved to be an obstacle in 
obtaining information, meeting with various stakeholders and in meeting some of my 
objectives, valuable lessons were gained in my own time-management and perseverance, and 
in the recognition that learning occurs through countless forums. 
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Chapter 4: Discussion 
"The majority of high-risk children and youth are not using or are not ready 
to use the services that are available to them" (SCWG, 1998, p. 3 7). 
Introduction 
The aim of this practicum was to determine how VicPD and MCFD respond to high-
risk youth runaways and to assess the level of coordinated and collaborative responses in 
Victoria, BC. As previously acknowledged, there is a framework of policy and practice in 
place both at VicPD and MCFD, but through my own experiences as a social worker and 
throughout my practicum, it is evident that those who work in health, social, and criminal 
justice systems recognize the need for greater coordination and collaboration to build "a 
broadly-based intervention style, root cause, and case management approach to offenders" 
(Plecas, Haarhoff, Cohen, & Burk, 2012, p. 35). 
VicPD's Mission Statement and Goals 
VicPD is a progressive police department in the CRD that is working towards 
developing an integrated approach to community engagement through their mission 
statement and goals. In 2012, Plecas, Haarhoff, Cohen, and Burk released Setting the Stage 
for Improved Efficiency and Effectiveness: A Review of Victoria Police Department 
Operations, known as The Plecas Report. This report provided an "assessment of the 
workload handled by the Department and an evaluation of its capacity to handle that 
workload" and "recommends changes the department might consider to manage that 
workload in a more efficient and effective manner" (VicPD, 2012, p. 2). Given the rising 
costs of social, health, and justice services and the changing face of police work, police are 
required to respond to reports in a way that makes them more accountable and responsible 
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for risk management. Kaplan (2004) (as cited in Dedel, 2006) states "police have a legitimate 
role in locating juveniles reported missing and in ensuring runaways safety when they spend 
time on the street" (n.p.) and supports shared responsibility in addressing the issues of high-
risk behaviours overall. It is the hope that with the recommendations from the Plecas Report 
(2012), the BC Justice Reform Initiative (2012), and VicPD's own mission statement and 
goals that the vision to create community engagement through collaboration and cooperation 
becomes a reality. 
Given the "core-city" phenomenon that was discussed earlier in the paper, the Plecas 
Report (Plecas, Haarhoff, Cohen, & Burk, 2012) states that VicPD's officers' case burden is 
"67% higher than the Canadian average" and that "there will be ever increasing complexity 
and accountability that will impact the duration and amount of resources required to respond 
and investigate these incidents" (p. 41) unless adequate resources are in place to support 
VicPD in their work. The mobilization of police officers to work with community 
stakeholders to build the interventions and case management as stated above would alleviate 
some of these burdens on VicPD, as evidenced in other jurisdictions in Canada where 
community collaboration and mobilization exist. 
Community Collaboration 
When I first embarked on this practicum, I found it difficult to find literature 
pertaining to coordinated and collaborative youth justice and governmental responses to 
high-risk runaway youth, but as I reached the end of my research I was encouraged to see the 
amount of work that has been completed, not only in BC but also in Canada. The BC 
provincial government embarked upon a reform initiative in 2012 to create a more 
transparent and responsive criminal justice system by hosting regional roundtable meetings 
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in nine communities throughout BC. Extensive work and recommendations resulted from the 
roundtable discussions and were presented to the Minister of Justice and Attorney General 
Honourable Shirley Bond, with key issues being the need for coordinated responses, multi-
agency collaboration, and integrated approaches to "building a network of support around the 
most vulnerable members of (the) community" (Ministry of Justice and Attorney General, 
2012, p. 24). Several effective programs in Canada that were already providing these 





The Abbotsford Youth Crime Prevention Project and the Surrey Wrap Project, which 
targets youth at risk of gang and criminal involvement. 
Integrated Case Assessment Teams in Vernon and Surrey that deal with domestic 
violence. 
The "HUB" program based in Prince Albert, Saskatchewan, the first of its kind in 
Canada, where front line workers from various agencies work together to mobilize 
resources to provide immediate and long-term interventions in the lives of at-risk 
individuals in order to prevent crime. 
The ZEBRA Child Advocacy Centre in Alberta, a multi-disciplinary team including 
police, the Child Protection Unit, child-at-risk response teams, Alberta Children' s 
Services, Crown prosecutors and community volunteers, who take a child-focused 
stance and preserve a safe environment for child victims. (Ministry of Justice and 
Attorney General, 2012, p. 24). 
Additional to these networks are the integrated response teams, where police pair up with 
social and health agency workers to address specific needs. Examples cited of effective 






Car 87 (Vancouver Police Department) and Car 67 (RCMP), which pairs police and 
mental health workers to respond to mental health related cases; 
Car 86 (Vancouver Police Department), which pairs police and child protection 
workers to respond to calls involving domestic disputes, family violence, and child 
welfare matters where violence is an issue; 
The Surrey Mobile Action Response Team, which is a sexual assault and domestic 
violence victim support team made up of forensic nurses, emergency response 
personnel and the Surrey Women's Centre to provide support to victims in danger 
regardless of whether they report or not; and 
The Integrated Mobile Crisis Response Team (IMCRT) (Vancouver Island Health 
Authority), which is a mix of law enforcement, health, social work, and child and 
youth care workers who provide services to persons experiencing urgent/emergent 
mental health problems. (Ministry of Justice and Attorney General, 2012, p. 25). 
Under the Police and Community Response Unit, The Vancouver Police Department 
(VPD) also instituted the Yankee 20: High-Risk Youth/Street Youth Intervention Team, 
which provides "a coordinated response to sexually exploited and at-risk youth between the 
ages of 12 to 18" and consists of an MCFD outreach social worker and VPD police officer; 
and Yankee 20: Youth Probation, whose "role is to monitor youth in conflict with the law 
and enforce bail and probation orders (curfew checks). They also locate and identify high 
risk youth and liaise with other agencies" (VPD, 2013 , n.p). 
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Considerations for an Effective Response Strategy 
Regional Domestic Violence Unit 
The CRD has an integrated Regional Domestic Violence Unit (RDVU), which was 
developed in July 2010 in response to recommendations made by BC's Representative for 
Children and Youth, Mary-Ellen Turpel-Lafond. The recommendations came in response to a 
domestic violence situation that ended fatally in an Oak Bay murder-suicide of a family that 
had previous contacts with the police departments. RDVU's primary mandate is to utilize "a 
co-location team model that includes police, community based victim services, and the 
Ministry of Children and Family Development (MCFD) to "increase victim safety and 
offender responsibility by providing a cross jurisdictional response that is uniform in 
approach in domestic violence cases across the Capital Regional District" (Saanich Police 
Department, 2013, n.p.). 
Headed by Sgt. Jason Laidman ofVicPD, the RDVU currently operates under a 
memorandum of understanding (MOU) between its affiliated members and is responsible for 
seven jurisdictions in the CRD, four of which are covered by municipal police departments 
and three by the RCMP. RDVU currently has three police members, two victim services 
workers, and one MCFD worker who work together to address high-risk domestic violence 
cases referred to them by MCFD and police. During a meeting on February 20, 2013, Sgt. 
Laidman affirmed that the collaborative and coordinated responses of the RDVU has had a 
significant impact on domestic violence cases and he finds his team to be effective and 
efficient in their response and communication. This team is a great example of the potential 
for creating a similar team for high-risk youth where collaborative and integrated responses 
focus on prevention and supports rather than on punitive, reactionary measures that have no 
efficacy. 
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Youth Car Initiative 
Sergeant (Sgt.) Ross has been working on a "Youth Car" initiative that is similar in 
nature to the Vancouver Police Department's Car 86, which is an interdisciplinary car with 
police officers and social workers that respond to "child protection issues of infants to 12 
years of age" (VPD, 2013, para 1). The vision Sgt. Ross currently has for the Youth Car is to 
have a police member identified from each shift (A, B, C, and D Watch) who will be 
responsible for responding to dispatched reports of youth. As PRIME reports are generated 
each time a report comes in, to mitigate the time it takes to go through each report a FLAG 
file, of which Cst. Tuttle would be the gatekeeper, would be kept on the high-risk youth who 
have multiple reports. This way, each shift member who comes on has the ability to see the 
information regarding a youth on one file and be able to resume following up, and the police 
assigned to the Youth Car would be consistent for the sake of the youth on the streets and, 
like Cst. Tuttle, would be able to gain the trust and develop rapport with the Youth Car team 
(K. Ross, personal communication, February 2013). 
This is a great example of the dedication and passion ofVicPD police officers and 
Sgt. Ross, who feels that youth cannot be "pigeon-holed" and should be given priority upon 
reports being made. Sgt. Ross agrees that a more collaborative, regionalized response to 
working with youth is needed. Initially the Youth Car will start in-house with VicPD police 
officers, with the intent to create a more regionalized, collaborative approach that would 
minimize workloads, provide efficiencies, and manage risk and accountability. I would be 
eager to see a social worker added to this car as I feel it would provide additional resources 
and support to VicPD officers as well as to the youth, much like the RDVU. 
so 
Summary 
Chapter Four discusses VicPD's mission and statement goals and identifies existing 
programs that have proven efficacy in their integrated collaborative approaches. Throughout 
the learning process, I observed and researched much frustration in the current service 
delivery system that is meant to support high-risk youth but is failing them. Current 
literature, research, and existing programs at local, provincial and national levels are 
indicative of shifting roles and strategies needed in order to support high-risk youth in the 
transition from criminal and street-entrenched lives to lives of self-sufficiency. 
VicPD's mission statement and goals are aligned with MCFD's, and both agencies 
are taking further steps towards building integrated, collaborative partnerships and 
addressing crime prevention strategies. With local initiatives like the RDVU, Sgt. Ross's 
Youth Car, and Cst. Tuttle's MYST program, coupled with their passion, dedication, and 
vision for proficiencies in working with at-risk and high-risk youth, in conjunction with 
VicPD's Mission Statement and Goals and-at a provincial level-the BC Justice Reform 
Initiative already happening, I believe that community collaboration and mobilization teams 
are inevitable; it is just a matter of time, resources and fiscal commitment at all levels 
community and government. 
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Chapter 5: Conclusions and Recommendations 
Introduction 
From inception to completion of my practicum at VicPD, collaborative and 
coordinated, integrated approaches were fundamental notions of an ideal way to provide 
social, health and judiciary services. Chapter Five presents conclusions based on my findings 
through the practicum tenure and some recommendations for future considerations. 
Conclusion 
As roles of policing evolve to complement the progressive nature of society and 
address the social and economic implications of the chronic and persistent nature of high-risk 
youth, so too is the measurement of judiciary success on the basis of criminalizing these 
behaviours. In addition to protecting the public from being victimized by criminal activities 
high-risk youth engage in, police are also facing more challenging issues of risk and need 
that are time-consuming and require additional resources. A growing awareness around 
developing collaborative, comprehensive, system-wide approaches to address risk, needs, 
intervention strategies, and prevention strategies that include standardized risk assessments 
will provide the most effective long-term solutions to address risk and need as opposed to 
continuing to criminalize youth behaviours resulting from other deep-rooted familial and 
social issues. 
The answer is not clear, nor is it simple. Runaway youth experience multiple risks 
and as such require strong collaborative community service organizations that are able to 
respond expediently and accountably in areas of prevention, protection, support, and refuge, 
if needed. More formal protocols and procedures between MCFD and VicPD are needed to 
establish shared responsibility and management of risk for youth runaways; a move that will 
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absolve structural barriers by providing a clear statement of understanding concerning the 
sharing of information, assessment processes, and joint case management. Gains have been 
made as police agencies and ministry organizations define mandates and frameworks of 
practice, but still more work needs to be done in order to achieve more positive outcomes for 
high-risk youth. 
Developing a nationally mandated framework for collecting and reporting 
information, including a standardized tool, should be made a priority in future considerations 
ofhigh-risk missing and runaway youth. Addressing the broader determinants of youth who 
run away by using a multi-faceted approach that seeks to address the root causes is more 
conducive to developing collaborative relationships and getting youth the help they need in 
becoming self-sufficient, contributing members of their community. 
At all levels of government and community, we are responsible for preventing and 
reducing crime, together with identifying and addressing the root causes of high-risk 
behaviours that lead to criminal activity and running away. Through the building and funding 
of collaborative, community-based partnerships and creating standardized early intervention 
strategies and responses for high-risk youth and their families, financial and social 
implications will be alleviated, risk-management will be shared, and accountability will no 
longer remain largely within the police or ministry domain. 
In evaluating the services provided and MCFD 's and VicPD's current practice and 
policy on responding to high-risk missing and runaway youth, I found that in theory and on 
paper, these agencies strive for integrated collaborative partnerships. However, there is 
disparity between what appears to be and what is actually happening. This is not to imply 
that there are MCFD social workers and VicPD police officers who do not go to great lengths 
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to communicate and build collaborative relationships, but without capacity, mandate, or 
resources available to initiate and implement specialized cross-jurisdictional collaborative 
services, the goals of "structural and systemic changes required to increase the efficiency and 
effectiveness of policing" (Ministry of Justice and Attorney General, 2012, p. 28) will not be 
realized. 
Recommendations 
The following recommendations are based on my research and practicum experience 
at VicPD, and it is anticipated that these recommendations will lead to further discussions 
and dynamic contemplations that will assist VicPD in furthering their strategic goals to 
"Enhance Effectiveness, Develop the Best, Improve Communication, Regionalize Safety and 
Build Relationships". (VicPD, 2013a, n.p.) 
Regional Youth Response Team 
In response to missing youth or runaway youth, police are faced with the difficult task 
of determining which cases are most critical and require immediate action and which are less 
urgent. Discussions with VicPD members suggest that typically reports of missing and 
runaway youth are considered a priority; however, not all youth cases are considered a high 
priority. Also, determinants of risk are based on knowledge ofthe youth (previous history), 
age, and caller information that police have on file. Rather than re-inventing the wheel or 
taking time and resources away from VicPD, creating a regional youth response team with 
the amalgamation of existing programs such as MYST and VicPD' s Youth Car initiative, and 
looking towards models such as RDVU, IMCRT, and VPD' s Yankee 20, Yankee 10, and Car 
86 would be the most beneficial response to youth. The team needs to be regional as there are 
many youth that travel from other jurisdictions in the CRD to Victoria's downtown core area. 
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The regional youth response team would include police officers, social workers, probation 
officers, and an associate health care worker. Affiliate community stakeholders such as 
school liaisons, resource workers, and Youth Forensic Psychiatric Services could be included 
in youth-specific planning meetings to provide support and expertise. 
Having an MCFD social worker on the team allows for the sharing of pertinent 
information found within MCFD's child and family service information if the high-risk youth 
is, or has been, involved with the Ministry. Additionally, Comprehensive Risk Assessments 
completed on these files would provide supplementary information to police files in 
determining risk, history, contacts, and location. In addition to the advantage of 
comprehensive file records from MCFD, the social worker is able to provide support, 
referrals, and crisis response intervention alongside the MYST worker and/or police officer 
with anticipatory measures for future contacts. Similarly, a health affiliate would be able to 
provide necessary education and health care as needed through prevention and intervention. 
A dedicated Youth Car would present a unique resource to high-risk youth in that the 
police officers affiliated with the Youth Car become familiar faces and are viewed as 
trustworthy and safe resources that consistently are able to provide support and advocacy to 
those at risk of harm. As well as providing consistency and reliability, the Youth Response 
Team would be accessible 24 hours a day, 7 days a week, providing a street presence that 
increases the likelihood of encountering at risk youth who have gone missing or have run 
away. The ability to forward or flag files from shift to shift provides information on which 
youth continues to be at risk and what action needs to be taken to locate and return the youth. 
The repository of information on high-risk youth would consistently be managed and 
responded to by a runaway coordinator, someone who coordinates interagency meetings, 
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plans and coordinates services, shares information pursuant to Section 125 of the YCJA, and 
monitors outcomes. This integrated team-approach would allow for a dedicated continuum of 
support services in the CRD to engage youth and support their transition from high risk to 
stability. With a dedicated youth response team such as the one proposed, I believe the 
capacity to respond to and support high-risk youth would alleviate time, resources, risk-
management, and accountability, as well as provide a collaborative youth response team 
intended to mitigate risk and manage needs that will not only increase efficiencies and 
effectiveness, but also impact crime rates. 
Safe care options 
Emergency shelters in Victoria provide the necessary shelter, food, and clothing, 
along with programs for high-risk youth who are able and willing to access them, but often 
space is at a premium and, as examined earlier in the report, not all high-risk youth access 
these services for varying reasons. MCFD provides care options, but research corroborates 
that a high percentage of high-risk missing and runaway youth are CICs or children who 
have been involved in the Ministry, so this not always a suitable or viable option for this 
population. 
Since the BC Liberals abandoned the Secure Care legislation in 2001, there has been 
little to no mention of revisiting it in recent literature searches. The Secure Care legislation 
was developed to protect a small number of vulnerable, high-risk children and youth who 
continually placed themselves at great risk of harm but could not be detained under the 
Mental Health Act. Historically, political resistance around BC's Secure Care legislation was 
the result of controversies it presented relating to civil liberties, constitutional rights, 
discriminatory measures, and activists' belief that it was a violation of human rights (British 
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Columbia Civil Liberties Association, 1999; Department of Justice, 2012; Justice for Girls, 
n.d.). However, when you consider that BC and Canada have legislation in place (the 
CFCSA, the YCJA, the Mental Health Act etc.) that is meant to support and protect 
"children" and "youth"-as defined under the same legislation-until the age of majority, is 
it correct to assume that children and youth do not have the capacity to make adult decisions, 
yet they have the capacity to make decisions based on their safety and wellbeing when they 
are heavily influenced by mental health, addictions, and other external factors that place them 
at serious risk of harm? The British Columbia Civil Liberties Association (1999) asserted 
that although a secure care option may not be effective for all the high-risk youth it is 
intended for, they did not oppose it; nor were they aware of any "other less intrusive means 
for in fact preventing exposure to this harm that will not include confinement" (BCCLA, 
1999, n.p.). 
Based on my research and readings of secure care, it may not be suitable for all high-
risk youth, but what then is suitable for those who get lost in the social and justice system 
and fall through the proverbial cracks? Who then will protect these high-risk youth when 
they continually run away or go missing and no longer want to be found and have no 
capacity to protect themselves? And without legal recourse or capacity, parents, police, 
caregivers, and community members have no ability to protect high-risk youth from harm. So 
what is the answer? Based on the on-going concerns surrounding high-risk youth, both male 
and female, and the increasing social and economical implications for justice, social, and 
health services in BC, it is strongly recommended that the BC Chiefs of Police Association 
coordinate efforts to influence the BC government to revisit the secure care legislation and 
address the need for safe care options for this challenging population. 
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Forgoing secure care, a housing strategy needs to be explored to address the array of 
needs of these high-risk, street-involved, missing and runaway youth . An alternate option in 
addressing high-risk missing and runaway youth is to consider implementing an integrated, 
collaborative program such as the Janus Youth Program' s Juvenile Detention Initiative, a 
"national best practice model for Positive Youth Development" (Janus Youth Programs, 
2006, n.p.) in Oregon and Washington State, which provides "street outreach, 24-hour access 
and assessment, emergency and short-term shelter, family reunification, continued school 
support, transitional housing and independent living services" (Janus Youth Programs, 2006, 
n.p.). The Reception Centre program that operates under Janus provides "immediate 
intervention service for youth, ages 11-17 [who are] charged for non-violent offences such as 
truancy, violating curfew, running away or trespassing" (Janus Youth Programs, 2006, n.p.) . 
Recognizing it is not in the best interest of youth to criminalize behaviours relating to 
running away, and that the YCJA does not stipulate truancy, violating curfew, running away 
or trespassing as chargeable offences, the same notion could be visited to determine viability 
within the CRD. A model1ike the Janus Runaway Youth Services would further address 
issues relating to high-risk youth who, as discussed in this report, will not or cannot access 
the available services in the CRD, as well as expose them to all the necessary services needed 
that fall under a multi-disciplinary collaborative, youth-centred environment. 
Standardized risk assessment tools 
Throughout extant literature, the lack of standardized risk assessment and reporting 
tools for high-risk youth who go missing or runaway is a recurrent theme. VicPD reportedly 
does not currently utilize a standardized risk assessment form, thus any collation of data 
comes through PRIME and CPIC, which, given the definitional issues discussed along with 
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inconsistencies in reporting and responding, can be inaccurate and incomplete. Police 
officers rely on their experience and professional judgment to assess risk of missing and 
runaway youth reports, which can be subjective and discretionary. If the idea of the 
regionalized Youth Response Team comes to fruition, one of the tools police will have at 
their disposal is the Comprehensive Risk Assessment used by MCFD when they have open 
family and child service files. This risk assessment will assist in the determination of risk, but 
should not be used as a stand-alone risk assessment. 
Searching for specific examples of standardized risk assessments used in police 
departments and ministry agencies proved ineffective since, again, literature shows there has 
been no regional, provincial, or national standardization of practices and procedures. The 
lack of standardized risk assessments could also be attributed to the proprietary nature of 
studying best practices and developing models specific to a department or agency's need. 
There are many diverse risk assessment models, but given time limitations and the enormity 
of evaluating and assessing efficacy of current tools being used, this objective was beyond 
my scope at this time. 
I researched many areas contributing to the notion of integrated, collaborative 
approaches to working with high-risk youth and the need for both standardized risk 
assessments and recording tools that allow for consistent and comprehensive collation of 
data. However, due to the abundance of literature evolving from research nationally and 
internationally, I was unable to speak to all of it. Therefore, in addition to my stated 
recommendations, I would recommend that VicPD considers hiring a consultant or 
developing a steering committee to specifically evaluate the recommendations coming from 
emergent or existing practices and policies such as, but not limited to, the Missing Women 
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Commission of Inquiry, the BC Justice Reform Initiative, the HUB Model in Prince Albert, 
Saskatchewan, the Toronto Police Services ' Divisional Policing Support Unit, and Central 
Toronto Youth Services. Alternately, research has signified that the Calgary Police 
Department (CPD) has, after a "thorough review of Canadian and international best 
practices" employed the use of a "very detailed and easy to use risk assessment checklist and 
matrix" (Buckley, 2012, p. 32). Given this information, it would be of great benefit for 
VicPD to explore CPD' s model and determine the suitability and facilitation of the same 
model. 
Summary 
The intention of this practicum was to address the need for a more collaborative and 
coordinated response to high-risk missing or runaway youth at the municipal, provincial, and 
federal levels of government, the need to attract attention to the lack of standardized risk-
assessments, tracking, or reporting of high-risk missing or runaway youth, and the difficulties 
associated with the definitions of missing or runaway youth. While the need for standardized 
risk assessments and clearer definitions of the terms missing and runaway were noted, the 
focus of this report was predominately on coordinated responses, multi-agency collaboration, 
and integrated approaches. 
At the inception of this practicum, the notion of collaboration was ambiguous in 
practice; however, as I progressed through my practicum, I was reminded that MCFD has 
been implementing integrated team approaches, using risk assessments, and moving in the 
direction of collaborative practice. It was also exciting and promising to have observed and 
examine the direction that VicPD is moving towards through their Strategic Plan and to 
witness the passion and dedication of members of our local police department, who work 
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under a variety of conditions in an array of multi-faceted roles. Throughout my research, it 
was inspiring to read research at the provincial and national level and the subsequent 
recommendations that have emerged over the last decade. The mobilization of strategic 
community efforts to address the root causes of crime, the building of protective factors that 
mitigate risk, and the development of capacity at micro, meso, and macro levels of 
accountability and risk-management have been set in motion and I am eager to see how 
VicPD helps shape the future of the CRD! 
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